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MATTER OF: purocher Dock & Dredge, Inc. -
Reconsideration

DIGEST:

Prior decision disnying protest that Government' y
estimate of cost of. performing work with GovArnment
dredge was unreasonable is affirmed upra recon-
sidzration as additional 1vfornation submi;ted

by procuriny’ activity in response to protester's
argument r¢ computatjon of estimate affirms prior
finding of reasonable basis for estimate,

y-- Durocher Dock & Dredge, Inc. .{Purocher), hag.
xequested reconsideration of our decision in Dutocher
Dok & Dredgc, Inc., 5-189704, March 29, 1978, 78-1 CPD
241, denying Durocher’ s;proLﬁst against the rejectior
of {ts bid under invitation for bids (IFB) No. DACW35~-
78~B~0019 issued by the lrepartment of the Army, Curps of
anineers, Dettoxt District.

The IFB vas Eor,maintenanua dredging at Littlu
Lake Harbor, Mlchigan. A,/ 'the Corps determined that
the St. Paul District's crane barge  Markus. would' be
available, a Government's hired labor estimate wan
prepared to compare with the bids received as redquired
by 33 U.5.C..§ 624 (1970), which states that; 1f the bids
received exceed the Government estimate by more. .than 25
percent, the work shall be performed by the Government.

. Durocher submitted the low ‘'bid of $88\900 and
the Government's“nired labor estimate was $44,311.30.
As Durocher's bid was more than 25 percent greater
than the hired labor estimate, all bidr wére rejected as
the work was to be performed by the gt. Paul District.
Following a proteat by Durocher ‘to the contracting
officer, the Corps revised the hired labor estimate
because of the omission of certain costs which

raised 'the estimate to, 564,146, 94, but ‘Durocher’'s

bid still exceeded this figure uy 38.6 percent and,
therefore, was unaccgptable ungér 33 U.S5.C. § 624,
Durocher then protested the reasonableness of the
estimate to our Office and in our decision of

March 29, 1978, we found the estimate to be reason-

able and denied the protest.
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- Durocher's basis for its reguest for reconsidera-
tion is that our prior decision did not fully anélyze
the Government'r estimate in light of certain argu-
ments made by the protester on the agency's report
furnished our Office in response to the priutest. Sub-
seguent to the filing of the request for reconsider-~
ation, we obtained additional comments from the Cocps
concerning the arguments of Durocher regarding varcious
portions of the Gevernment's estimate. Although the
protester vas furnished a copy of the Corps' analysis,
it dié rot choose to comment.

. k
Ialtially, Durocher argues that the "bid" of the

St. Paul District was nonresponzive bucause it was based
on receiving a notice to procecd dated no later than
June 10, 1977, and standard form 21 required all bidders
to keep their bids open for 60.days fcllowing bld opening,
held on June 2, 1977. Since the Government hired labor
estinate is not a "bid," as such, but merely a guideline
to compare with the other prices received; ihis contention
has no merit. ’

The other points raised by Durochér all rela.e.
to the manner in which the Corps computed its estimate.
The Corps' response %o the request for reconsideration
contains detailed, pq@ntébx;point enswers to qlestions
raised by the protester cojcerning the validity of its
efitimate. We have carefully revieved the additional
submission by the Corps and ‘find the Corps' estimate.to
hove been arrived at in a reasonable manner. See OKC
Dredging Inc., B-189507, January 18, 1978, 78-1 CPD 44.

Accordingly, our decision of March 29, 1978,

is affirmed.
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